The pilot project went live via the libraries on 1 July 2011. YouTube videos were developed to introduce and train staff at the participating libraries targeted to public services staff and also to those working on the technical side of loading records. MS Word document guides were also posted to the DDA pilot web pages. In the first three months of the pilot, only 4% of the budget was expended. The original trigger for an ebook purchase was set at ten short term loans prior to purchase. After the September meeting of the implementation team where the decision was made to change the threshold of ebook purchases to five short term loans, expenditures began to increase. Although the pilot was originally planned for six months, the Alliance Council of library directors made the decision in December 2011 to extend the pilot through June 2012 in order to have the best data available to determine if the demand driven program would be adopted by the Orbis Cascade Alliance as an ongoing program. There have also been minor tweaks here and there to workflow as concerns and issues have been raised by participating libraries.
To date, the Orbis Cascade Alliance DDA pilot project can be seen as one of the more successful demand driven pilot projects undertaken by a consortium. The Alliance DDA implementation team performed quite a bit of research and investigation in setting up the model they have used in order to avoid situations such as the one experienced by the Ontario Council of University Libraries, in which $150,000 was spent in 9 days. James Bunnelle: I came on board at the implementation stage but was kept abreast of what was going on by being on the CDMC (the Alliance collection development and management committee) steering team with Emily and Susan, and others. My main hope was that the project would lay the foundation for a new type of cooperative ebook collection that could be centrally funded and easily accessible by all members. More to the point, I felt the more that ebook collections grew at the local level in individual libraries, the more we undermined the types of cooperative collection development projects taken on by the CDMC. Building up robust, locked-down localized ebook collections is totally counterproductive and hurts the Alliance's consortial leveraging power.
Linda Di Biase: What excited me was expanding the vision of a "collective collection" shared by all consortium members beyond the print world to the electronic world. Previously, the Alliance functioned as a buying group for e-resources, saving participating libraries money. However, these e-resources could not be shared with other Alliance libraries. So we had two models going: one for print, which (by means of a shared catalog, a common preferred approval vendor, and duplication guidelines) emphasized collective decision-making, at least in the ideal; the other, which focused exclusively on individual library needs. Susan Hinken: My biggest frustration with expanding our local library's collection of ebooks has been the inability to share with other Alliance libraries. It contradicts both the idea of the Alliance collection and the goal of sharing resources among members. I was hoping that we would either develop a preliminary model through the pilot to share ebooks, or learn what we needed to do differently to help create an environment where these resources could be shared.
My library did not have an individual DDA plan so I also hoped, by seeing the model in action, to understand better the user's role in this form of collection development and if we could adopt it locally.
Emily McElroy: This project demands flexibility from everyone involved since we were the first consortium of this size to move in this direction. As a result, I limited my hopes to the original charge provided by the Alliance council. Along with our vendor partners, the DDA team implemented a broad subject profile to provide relevant content for a diverse group of libraries.
From the very start of our negotiations, we were clear with EBL on how important it was to have a solid group of publisher participation. As we moved into the implementation stage, the team developed a better understanding of the complexities with the publisher marketplace. Our hopes were somewhat dashed when we learned that several large publishers were unwilling to participate in this type of program. From a financial perspective, I wanted our funds to last through the middle of the fall semester, and for the Alliance to eventually own content.
Sadie Williams, Kari Paulson & Alison Bobal from EBL : EBL's main goal was to explore a shared access DDA model. We hoped to better understand what would happen when a DDA purchasing model was put into a shared access framework. We hoped to gain some insight and data on usage and acquisition behavior. We also wanted to learn what workflows and functionality would be needed to support consortia DDA access and purchasing, and to develop the tools needed to make this model a more robust and better experience for libraries and end users.
Additionally, we wanted to closely look at the viability and sustainability of this model in the future and provide data and analysis to publishers to help them make more informed decisions on whether or not to include their content in such a model. We hope that the model and the data coming out of the pilot will prove to be a powerful tool for libraries and publishers, useful to building both individual and shared collections.
John Elliott, Joan Thompson, and Barbara Kawecki from YBP: Our goal was to support the development, implementation, and coordination of the project so that it complemented existing print and ebook purchases via approval, firm order, or standing order by Alliance member libraries. Additionally, we sought to provide the ebook team with the print purchase data necessary to determine the true level of duplication within the Alliance over a set period of time.
These data were critical in establishing a baseline for the ebook team's negotiations with publishers and aggregators on a fair price multiplier. James Bunnelle: I don't think it was ever explicitly articulated, but since many of us on the team had seen the same trainwreck in MS Powerpoint presentations from librarians with shaky hands, we intuitively approached the funding model, and particularly the short-term loan trigger, with caution and a good deal of anxiety. We sort of planned for a worst-case spending scenario and scaled up as needed. Despite the work that was involved post launch, it was still preferable to the alternative of burning through hundreds of thousands of dollars over a midterm weekend.
Linda Di Biase: The Alliance has an excellent track record of collaboration, particularly in the area of collection development (the area with which I am most familiar.) There is a lot of trust among the collection officers at the Alliance institutions, many of whom have worked together over the years on the Alliance's Collection Development and Management Committee. With YBP's assistance, we have also been collecting data for some time regarding our print purchases, and we were able to bring that data to bear when we were negotiating a multiplier for e-book purchases. We were also fortunate to partner with a company that has been doing DDA for some years with libraries of various sizes. As a result they had data to bring about the likely consequences of decisions we might make concerning the size of the content offered, the purchase trigger, etc. We were clear from the start that we wanted to make our money stretch at least six months, so we were careful not to make too large a pool of titles, too low a trigger, etc. We also knew we could make changes mid-course, which indeed we have done.
Susan Hinken: I feel we recognized quite early that a partnership with our vendors would be essential to move forward. I also think we were especially mindful of trying to establish both a collection that would appeal to various types of libraries and develop a use/spending model that would spend the money down over several months. We spent a great deal of time analyzing data and defining the original threshold for purchase, trying to come up with a number that would help us spend the funds over a long enough period of time to give all participants an opportunity to use titles within the pilot and build a useful body of evaluative data.
Emily McElroy: The most important lesson was that we needed a flexible model that would work for a consortium of our size. From the first meeting we had with different vendors, I felt confident in EBL's approach to our project. Their short-term loan model allows a library or consortium to expend funds in a more thoughtful way. If we had proceeded with a model that generated costs at the first view or browse after five minutes then we would have met the same fate as other projects. We also involved YBP from the very beginning, which was not something that happened with other projects and I was fairly confident that our project was starting from a stronger foundation than other projects because of our history in collaborative projects. A second important piece for us in getting the project set up was ensuring that the expectations for the group were well defined and that all participants had an aligned view of goals and expectations. Consortia should also set enough time aside before the pilot begins to outline workflows in as much detail as possible to avoid surprises down the line. This was something I believe Orbis Cascade Alliance has done particularly well.
John Elliott, Joan Thompson, and Barbara Kawecki from YBP: Our goal was to support the development, implementation, and coordination of the project so that it complemented existing print and ebook purchases via approval, firm order, or standing order by the Alliance member libraries. Additionally, we sought to provide the ebook team with the print purchase data necessary to determine the true level of duplication within the Alliance over a set period of time.
These data were critical in establishing a baseline for the ebook team's negotiations with publishers and aggregators on a fair price multiplier.
Jill Emery: At this point in the demand driven acquisitions pilot project, do you feel the project is proceeding in the way you hoped it would?
Xan Arch: Yes, overall it is proceeding well. James Bunnelle: Well, I still wouldn't consider it large enough. I would love to see all of the funds that the Alliance libraries spend on ebooks going into a centrally funded DDA model so that we are not spending money on content that cannot be shared, especially if this ebook content is firm ordered by selectors and has the poor "circulation" rates so often synonymous with justin-case content.
Linda Di Biase: I am mostly satisfied with the project's progress. We knew there would be bumps in the road -but we made adjustments and never lost our focus.
Susan Hinken: From the end user perspective, yes. I think the use data indicates that the team was successful in developing an approval plan that would identify titles of interest to the Alliance users (although the limited number of publishers had a large role in parameters of the plan). Overall, librarians in member libraries have been upbeat, especially considering the additional volume of work that many of them have had to undertake, some technical glitches, and the uneven quality of some cataloging records.
Emily McElroy: Yes. We have met the original charge given to us from the Alliance Council.
We own content that is shared by all Alliance libraries. We are providing content that is used from the community colleges to the largest ARL for a reasonable value. As a representative from a more specialized institution, I am pleased with the usage from our users. Our data demonstrates that all of our users have access to content that would not otherwise have been shared in electronic format. There are some areas of this project that have not proceeded as I would have liked. We faced technical challenges that were unanticipated. It took us awhile to reconsider earlier decisions from how we handled records, the number of short-term loans and the volume of records. While it was frustrating or confusing to people that we changed parts of the program, we needed the flexibility to adjust the program based on the data or workflow problems that did not improve with time. I am surprised that there is still some confusion surrounding the purpose of this project and what this means for long-term success. Fortunately, the DDA team has focused on our charge and not been sidelined by small issues. now. This will be a challenge and one of the real linchpins for its ongoing survival.
Linda Di Biase: The whole technical services piece continues to need attention. We need OCLC's assistance, for instance, to get the KnowledgeBase working as we'd hoped it would.
We also need to continue to work on getting everyone on board with the concept of DDA and what we're trying to achieve with this program. For instance, at least for a time, one library was only adding to its catalog those titles that had been purchased outright, and not all the DDA titles.
Susan Hinken: Various members have voiced different concerns but I believe to make this a robust program more publishers must be brought into the mix, the effort to automate workflows around record loads and deletions should be continued, and member libraries need to see the type of data that would demonstrate the value to the Alliance and individual libraries, including use data and return on investment.
Emily McElroy: My hope is that every library takes a close look at the data we provide on a weekly or monthly basis and our return on investment data in the final evaluation. My hope is that this data continues to decrease the resistance to demand-driven acquisitions or Alliance projects that move us towards "one collection." What this project has demonstrated is the need for ongoing communication of our strategic agenda and what it means to be a member of the Alliance. It has also demonstrated that even a project as small as this requires an investment of staff time, patience with the process, and that workflow matters. We really need everyone to remember the big picture of what this project represents and not that a title here or there seem like an odd choice for our users to access. We also need the workflow between OCLC and vendors to improve since this is a major area of dissatisfaction with the project. As more consortia proceed with demand-driven projects, I hope we see improvements in workflow and enhancements to the discovery process. Xan Arch: That was decided early on in the process. It does mean that we set the purchase trigger lower so that more content is ultimately owned by the Alliance, but otherwise the model is the same and whether we end up owning a title or just borrow it a few times depends on the demand. James Bunnelle: Yes, I think so. For libraries, the psychology of ownership, especially for monographs, is so core to what they are and the services they provide, even a rationale argument for leasing would get buried in the end. The wording was in the initial charge from the executive council that ownership at the end of the pilot was important. Therefore, the team kept that in mind throughout the process, including the setting of the short-term-loan threshold. Everyone felt that a completed pilot with no tangible pool of content would be a bad thing. And it's just easier to get more traditional collection managers on board with the ownership approach.
Linda Di Biase: I think it is a misstatement to suggest that we changed the project to emphasize ownership. Ownership was envisioned from the start, as indicated by the ebook team's final report (October 1, 2010) to the Alliance board. Though in setting up the pilot we benefitted from EBL's data from its varied academic customer base, there really was not data for a consortial project like ours. We wanted to emerge from the pilot with a permanent shared collection and felt we needed to both expand the content and tweak the purchase trigger to achieve this end.
However, we never lost sight of the importance of demonstrable use (as evidenced by short-term loans) in determining which titles we would ultimately purchase.
Susan Hinken: I do, particularly since several of the Alliance members had voiced concern about the pace at which funds were spent and the lack of purchased titles. I also hope that the ownership model will be an element in bringing more publishers into the pilot, if they can see that participation can translate into income streams.
Emily McElroy: We actually had an ownership model from the beginning.
Jill Emery: The advice from the implementation team is not to market the pilot project at participating institutions; do you think this is still limiting the variables for the overall evaluation of the project? [librarian participants] Xan Arch: I think it was helpful for the pilot since it did limit the variables that might distinguish different participating libraries, but I doubt that we will continue without some marketing.
Participating libraries would like to market this pilot and have suggested this to the team repeatedly.
James Bunnelle: This is really a philosophical question and there is disagreement. There's also different levels of this, of what one defines as marketing. I don't consider a library homepage news item saying "We now have access to more ebooks" to be marketing. If you direct users to the content in a more concerted way, then I think that crosses a line. I feel that active marketing of a project whose entire purpose is to provide access to content on an as-needed basis is sort of ridiculous. In DDA, the metadata is the advertising. If that is solid, then the usage will follow if the need is there. Anything else could just generate impulse hits, with no driving research need, that might skew evaluation results. But yeah, there's disagreement in the Alliance on this one. Linda Di Biase: I think it is important for the pilot not to have too many variables that may make it difficult to do assessment, and we decided that marketing (or non-marketing) was something we wanted to hold constant. For large libraries with already significant ebook holdings and user experience, marketing is really a non-issue. However, I can see that going forward smaller libraries may find value in marketing, and we should plan ways to accommodate that. Susan Hinken: No. We had a discussion among the librarians at my library about marketing the pilot and it reinforced my sense that the pilot could not have been effectively marketed to users.
I think some of the concern about marketing was driven less by user needs and experiences and more by the need for libraries to present themselves as proactive campus entities. I think this type of on campus marketing is importan,t but in this case I don't think restricting marketing will have affected use or limits the evaluation of the pilot.
Emily McElroy: I really do not think so. In some ways, I find it more fascinating to see how users are finding content without any marketing. We felt that we already had enough variables to consider in our evaluation through the different discovery options. Each library has a different definition for how they market products so it added a new layer of complexity. Xan Arch: It would have been best to start the pilot with a simpler process that satisfied the majority of the participants, rather than a complicated process that worked for every library. We could have then moved toward a process that worked for everyone.
James Bunnelle: Maybe more time to get more publishers on board, or to brainstorm on other ways to approach that problem. EBL worked hard on that but the pool is still somewhat modest.
Linda Di Biase: This is hard to answer. We thought we were doing a good job of communicating, to the Alliance executive committee and library directors, to DDA library liaisons, and others, but misunderstandings along the way seem to point to the truism that you can never communicate too much. The marketplace has changed so much since we started exploring this project. As more consortia move in this direction, we will benefit from the different approaches towards demand-driven acquisitions or other purchasing models for e-books. While our success has always seemed premature to me, I also know that other consortia find the selection and implementation phase daunting. The feedback we have received from other groups indicates that we successfully managed the selection and implementation despite the obstacles we faced. 
